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PART 1
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript provides a synthesis of the main advances in biotechnology applied to agriculture, with an emphasis on genetically modified organisms and gene editing technologies. Its relevance lies in the integration of scientific, environmental, and socioeconomic perspectives, offering an understanding of the impact of these innovations on modern food systems. By addressing both the benefits and challenges of emerging technologies, the study contributes to more informed decision-making by researchers, policymakers, and other stakeholders involved.
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	3: The title is, in general, clear and reflects the main focus of the manuscript, particularly the emphasis on biotechnology techniques applied to agricultural systems. However, it could be broader, considering that the paper addresses other emerging technologies and their environmental, economic, and social impacts, which would increase its precision and appeal to readers and reviewers.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: The abstract provides a general overview of the manuscript, mentioning key topics such as GMOs, genome editing, and emerging biotechnologies, as well as their environmental, economic, and societal implications. However, it is somewhat dense and could benefit from clearer structure and more concise language to highlight the main objectives, methods (if applicable), and key conclusions. Improving clarity and emphasizing the unique contributions of the review would make it more informative and accessible to readers.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2: Refining the keywords would reduce duplication and increase their usefulness.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The introduction and background content of the article is well organized and provides sufficient context to understand the topic. Small adjustments could make the transition between topics even smoother, but overall, the background is clear and consistent.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: The objectives of the article are mentioned, but their formulation could be clearer and more direct. In some parts, they appear implicitly or scattered throughout the introduction, which may make it difficult for the reader to immediately understand the specific focus of the review. Making the objectives more explicit and concise would help better guide the study and reinforce its relevance.


	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The literature review presented in the article is relevant and broadly covers the main advances in agricultural biotechnology, including GMOs, genome editing, and emerging technologies. The authors cite recent and pertinent sources, adequately contextualizing the environmental, economic, and social impacts. Although the review is comprehensive, in some areas it could include a more critical discussion of gaps and controversies in the literature, which would further enhance the analytical depth of the study.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2: Overall, the literature is up-to-date and sufficient to support the arguments of the manuscript. However, it is recommended to expand the references, particularly in the tables, where there is repetition of citations. 
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A: Since this is a review article, there is no detailed literature search methodology, making this category not applicable to the manuscript.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: The critique is satisfactory, but it could be more detailed to strengthen the scientific argumentation.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        4: The article adequately identifies research gaps and suggests future directions, especially in the context of integrating emerging biotechnologies and sustainable approaches in agriculture. Although some recommendations could be explored in greater detail, the discussion provides a clear view of opportunities and challenges for future studies, contributing to the advancement of the field.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        4: The conclusions are logically grounded, consistently reflecting the results and discussions presented throughout the manuscript.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	         3: The manuscript mentions limitations, such as ethical challenges, environmental risks, and regulatory issues, but the discussion could be more detailed to provide a more comprehensive view of the study’s constraints.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	          2: The manuscript covers many topics, so it would be advisable to expand the citations for each topic discussed.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	           4: The manuscript is written clearly and understandably, making it easy to read and grasp the presented concepts. Minor adjustments in the structure of some sentences could further improve the text’s flow.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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